This paper explores the British publishing networks of the well-known anarchist geographer Pyotr Kropotkin (1842Kropotkin ( -1921, a Russian exile who spent a great part of his life and career in London. It uses primary sources to analyse Kropotkin's work for the British periodical press, in particular the Encyclopaedia Britannica (first published in Edinburgh from 1768), Statesman's Year Book (published in London from 1864), The Nineteenth Century (London, 1877) and Nature (London, 1869). Indeed, although Kropotkin's papers for The Nineteenth Century constituted the bases for some of his most famous books, such as Fields, Factories and Workshops (1898), Mutual Aid (1902), Modern Science and Anarchism (1903), The Great French Revolution (1909) and Ethics (1921), little attention has been paid to the material circumstances of these works' initial production. In order to do so, I analyse Kropotkin's unpublished correspondence with his main editors: James Thomas Knowles (1831Knowles ( -1908 and John Scott Keltie (1840Keltie ( -1927.
As I will show, from the 1870s Keltie wittingly acted as a sort of 'Trojan horse' for Kropotkin, the exposure of whose works to British publics was facilitated by his editor's personal acquaintance with the Russian geographer and their shared social networks.
From the 1880s onwards, Knowles then became the principal orchestrator of Kropotkin's popularity among British publics, showing himself to be even cleverer than Keltie in sensing editorial opportunities.
To examine these relationships I draw on sources surviving in the State Archive of the Russian Federation (GARF) in Moscow, where unpublished letters received by Kropotkin from more than three thousand international correspondents have been the object of exploratory studies. The first part of the paper explains the importance of the periodical press for disseminating the ideas of early anarchist geographers throughout the English-speaking world, drawing upon recent literature on both anarchist geographies and geographies of print culture. In the second section, I
begin by examining the correspondence between Kropotkin and Keltie using the concept of I am interested in delving deeper into contexts not customarily understood as politically radical, such as the publications edited by Keltie and Knowles, to understand what I consider to be Kropotkin's strategy for 'sell[ing] anarchism'. A willingness to circulate anarchist ideas within all social milieus, including not only militant and popular audiences but also the bourgeois public of scientific journals and learned societies, also characterised Élisée Reclus and implied the development of a range of forms of propaganda -journals, books, brochures and conferences -at a time when both popular books and the periodical press were taking advantage of rapidly increasing literacy. 16 Indeed, research on the correspondence between Reclus and his French publishers, Hachette and Hetzel, has shown that the anarchist geographer exploited the commercial success of his writings to pay a full editorial team composed of scholars who were at the same time militants and worked together on concepts such as federalism, mutual aid and critiques of Malthusianism, spreading them through both specialist and popular print. They were both imprisoned, exiled and had difficulty finding university appointments. Yet their commercial success as authors allowed them to earn their livelihood while publishing politically relevant material because they considered science in itself to be political even when it was not explicitly labelled as 'anarchist' politics. seriously the value of rational science to challenge not only the religious establishment but the idea of religion itself. 23 In such ways, science served Kropotkin's anarchist political agenda.
The periodical press offered a number of opportunities for Kropotkin because it was the prime vehicle through which scientists diffused their ideas. The first British periodical to which he contributed, Nature, had published the full text of Tyndall's address. According to Kropotkin, this was part of a movement of 'prominent men who dared to bring up the results of the most complicated scientific research in a shape accessible to the general reader'. 24 Other studies have shown that such journals were 'so distinctive of science that they seem to be a necessary part of it', observing that they became one of the privileged battlefields for the controversy between science and religion. The effectiveness of unpublished correspondence in reconstructing geographical publishing networks has been shown for Reclus and for nineteenth-century travel writing. 28 The study of the correspondence between Kropotkin and his British publishers is, therefore, a first contribution to the better understanding of his approach to British reading publics.
Whilst Gerry Kearns has emphasized the 'academic and political tolerance' of members of the Royal Geographical Society in welcoming political refugees such as Kropotkin, I focus here, rather, Kropotkin's answers were 50 GARF, 1129, 2, 1309, Keltie to Kropotkin, 5 September 1899. It was Keltie, the appointed sub-editor for the section on geography and statistics of the tenth edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica, who asked Kropotkin to update the articles on Russia for this publication. For this work, the anarchist prince was paid at the rate of £4 per page. putting forward, used a series of sophistries to convince his correspondent to revise his paper or to delay its publication. 'Your article', he wrote, 'is a little out of harmony with the present … state of public sentiment'. The editor claimed a better knowledge of the Anglophone public and argued that his amendments 'would put the English reader at once into a sympathetic mood to read the … tale which has to be told '. 118 This position implied something similar to a soft censorship, which disturbed Kropotkin. Even reading only Knowles's letters it is clear that the negotiation was long and difficult. They finally agreed that Kropotkin could freely criticise the new czar, but that Knowles, once the author was paid, had the right to delay its publication until 'the right moment'
to not interfere with British diplomacy. 122 Kropotkin's answers, surviving in Knowles's archives in Westminster, show that the Russian prince, although 'awfully disappointed about the article', was disposed not only to renounce his wage but also to collect money for the hypothetical expenses that Knowles feared in case of legal action by the Russian embassy. 123 Kropotkin's urgent political problem was attracting the interest of Western public opinion to the repression in Russia and he considered the editor's unwillingness to publish as morally unacceptable behaviour. 124 An intervention by Kropotkin's wife, who wrote to Knowles 'against
[her] husband approval', to implore him to help the cause of Russian revolutionaries, was useless. 125 In his last letter, Knowles wrote to the prince that he hoped they could maintain 'personal relations'. 126 However, no more contacts are documented between the two men. In 1908, after Knowles's death, Kropotkin wrote to his widow saying that Knowles had been 'one of [his] best personal friends in England' and restarted a collaboration with the editor's son-in-law and successor at The Nineteenth Century, William Skilbeck, with whom he published the last series on mutual aid. 127 In contrast to his relationship with Keltie, it was often Kropotkin who solicited Knowles, for both economic and political reasons. The fact that the series edited by Knowles became anarchist classics once published in book form shows the seamless connection between Kropotkin's anarchism and his commitment to scientific publishing in Britain. This took advantage of the nascent discipline of geography, which, according to Withers, was able to fill British public halls 120
